gest that a common challenge for language revitalization and language revival is to limit the restrictive role which puristic attitudes are likely to play in the communities in question, or to channel such attitudes into forms which are useful rather than harmful.
In what follows, I distinguish revitalization from revival. In contexts of revitalization, the language survives, but precariously. Efforts on its behalf require the mobilization of remaining speakers, as well as the recruitment of new speakers; in fact, the mobilization of at least some of the remaining speakers is typically crucial to the recruitment of new ones. In contexts of revival, the language is no longer spoken as a vernacular; it may have ceased to be spoken rather recently, or it may have been out of use as a vernacular for a long time. In either case, there may still be some fossilized use of the language, with the users either aware of the precise meaning of the fossil forms or unaware of it. Recruitment in this sort of context can perfectly well be undertaken by individuals who have not originally been among those most involved in traditional cultural life, and have not been among the leading users of whatever fossilized language forms remain.
Language revitalization efforts are much more common than language revival efforts. For one thing, there is a large -distressingly large -number of languages which still have a modest number of proficient elderly speakers, but far fewer middle-aged speakers, and perhaps none at all among young people.' For another thing, introducing a language which can still be modeled for potential new speakers by remaining fluent speakers is considerably easier than introducing to them, in any convincing way, a language which exists in recorded texts or in books, but is not in ordinary use by any living person.
Puristic attitudes should, in theory, be more of a potential problem in revitalization than in revival, since bringing about alterations in what people are already saying could be expected to produce more resistance than prescribing certain ways of speaking a language they have yet to learn. Yet in actuality puristic attitudes are likely to cause problems in both sets of circumstances, as a few illustrations will indicate.
The Tiwi language, spoken on Melville and Bathurst Islands off the north coast of Australia, shows an all too typical profile for an indigenous language overtaken by the rapid expansion of a wide-currency language, in this case English (Lee 1987 (Lee , 1988 . With exposure to intense pressure from English, quite radical changes have taken place in the structure of the language over a short time period; thus an older, already largely bilingual generationwhich knows (and among its own members still uses) a conservative traditional form of the language -co-exists with a younger and wholly bilingual generation, which uses a much modified form of the same language. The traditional language is polysynthetic, with a particularly complex verb structure. The elderly still control this form of the language; but younger speakers' Tiwi In theory, the Tiwi language is in a relatively favorable position for a small indigenous language in a region colonized by Europeans: rather than being wholly abandoned by all but the very elderly, it has continued to be spoken by younger people, even though it has undergone drastic changes in the usage of those younger people. In terms of revitalization efforts, however, the situation is actually a very difficult one: with a steep continuum of varieties of Tiwi stretching from the fully traditional (and agglutinatively complex) language to a much simplified language, with many free forms introduced from (Pidgin) English, what form of Tiwi can or should realistically be supported? When a bilingual program was begun, with the approval of the Tiwi, at the Roman Catholic school on Bathurst Island in 1975, the intention was to use the traditional language as the medium of instruction in the early grades, with a gradual transition to English to follow. Lee reports that "this is what was desired by the community" (1987:7). The primers and readers designed for school use are produced by what has grown into the Nguiu Nginingawila Literature Production Centre, associated with St. Therese's School. They are beautifully illustrated and are geared very much to the children's own culture: the human figures are those of Aboriginals, the flora and fauna are local, and the content deals with Tiwi legends, history, and ways of doing things. These texts are not in any way translation equivalents of typical Englishlanguage texts, but fully Tiwi-oriented originals. But while subject matter and illustrations seem clearly appropriate to the Tiwi children for whom they are intended, the language of the texts is unavoidably problematic.
The older people within the Tiwi community of Bathurst wanted the traditional language used, passing to the school the job of teaching the children Lee worries, not without grounds, about the utility of all the support work for Tiwi. She fears that the language will not derive realistic benefit from text preparation, school programs, the compiling of a dictionary, teacher-training programs, or anything else that might be undertaken, if the children who are the targets of all these efforts do not find the Tiwi they are exposed to enough like the Tiwi they speak to interest and encourage them to use the language. To each his own form of conservatism, it seems. The standardizers, who were by necessity men of some erudition, found it possible to dispense with regionalism and idiomaticity, but not with traditional grammar. Native speakers, for their part, had found it possible over the centuries to dispense with some of the more complex features of the traditional grammar; but in each locality they preserved the distinctive speech of their own region with its own forms, phraseology, and idioms. While each form of Irish has certain clear advantages -supra-regionalism and uniformity in the case of the standardized Irish, realistic local vividness in the case of the regional dialects -each has faults that limit its overall usefulness.
By far the fullest and most penetrating account of the threat which purism can pose to a small language community is Jane Hill and Kenneth Hill's study (1986) Fishman notes (1991:347-48) that pilot testing of proposed neologisms has been carried out successfully in Sweden -a tactic which can prevent coinage from being too exclusively the creature of language planners with esoteric knowledge and philological biases. However, this approach may require a level of finance and technology not readily available to many small languages. In some language settings, especially those with a certain residual vigor, semantic extension may be partial solution to the problem of updating the lexicon. Words meaning 'a band (of men)' and 'prop, hold up' might be pressed into service for team and support, or modified slightly to take on those meanings. Slightly archaic words could be reintroduced in the new meanings; or dialect forms might be given the new meanings, and introduced into general use. If another Celtic language already had words for these concepts, analogs could be created in Scottish Gaelic. All of these methods were used in the creation of Modern Turkish lexicon during the language reforms of Ataturk's time, with considerable success (Heyd 1954), and they are part of the arsenal of language planning generally. But in the case of Scottish Gaelic -with few country-wide communications links among speakers, with no generally accepted spoken norm, and with full literacy not yet widespread -language planning efforts have been limited, and have had correspondingly limited success. To be effective, coinage and semantic extensions both require the support of a lively broadcasting industry, educational system, and publishing industry; these phenomena are only just appearing in Scottish Gaeldom. Speaker conservatism has usually been profound, and novel usages have been the object of derision and rejection. These reactions are hardly limited to Gaelic-speaking Scots, of course; they are responses already familiar from other language-planning efforts. Yet today's widely used coinage or extension was often yesterday's laughingstock; transition from the latter to the former can seem random and mysterious, and the observer may see no reason to account for the successes, as opposed to the failures.3
It's reasonably easy to appreciate the difficulties posed by conservative attitudes in instances of revitalization. By comparison, revival settings look invitingly free of potential resistances, since speakers have no entrenched habits to overcome. In revival settings, however, the hazards of rival proposals, giving rise to rival factions, pose just as great a threat; purism of one sort or another is quite likely to be at the heart of the rivalry. If the language to be revived is well preserved, even though not conversationally spoken, there may be disparate traditions for rendering it phonologically, as was the case with
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Ashkenazic and Sephardic pronunciations of Hebrew. If the language to be revived is not well attested, or is attested in more than one earlier form, there may be disparate reconstructions of the language itself, forming the basis of rival teaching materials for modern-day learners. This is the unhappy situation of Cornish, the Celtic language of Cornwall, which survived as a spoken language up to the late 18th century but is only moderately well attested as a written language.
Efforts to recover Cornish, and to create the texts and reference works which would make it accessible to those who wanted to become acquainted with it, began in the very early 20th century. Antiquarian interest in the language gradually gave way to a more active involvement, with some individuals and groups espousing revivalist sentiments. Two different approaches to locating "true" On the one hand, the dedication of Cornish enthusiasts in bringing the language to a genuine "life," if only in the mouths of a few child speakers, can be admired. On the other, the respective purisms, one textual and the other folkloristic, must be regretted insofar as they siphon off the energies of revival workers and alienate the sympathies of potential supporters. Bro Nevez, the newsletter of the US branch of the International Committee for the Defense of the Breton Language, published a rancorous letter by Richard Gendall, in response to an article in an earlier issue which appeared to favor the George version of Cornish; and the editor commented, in an appended note: "If some of the tremendous energy Celts have used to belittle each other's ideas of 'the truth' was directed towards working for more resources to support research, teaching, and media use of Celtic languages and arts, people would not need to talk so much about survival" (Kuter 1989:40) .
Revival leaders might do well, in the spirit of Kuter's suggestion, to concede that more than one kind of authenticity exists, and to begin the more productive work of establishing a compromise version of Cornish which sacrifices a modicum of each form of authenticity in. favor of learnability. If declensional patterns should be more regular in one of the versions of Cornish, but lexical coherence best reflected in the derivational patterns of the other, then it would serve potential learners well to promote a single form of Cornish which incorporated both of these features, even though they might derive from different approaches to reconstructing the language. This sort of compromise, if feasible, might achieve a channeling of the energies of linguistic conservatism for useful purposes, as Kuter urged.
There has recently been some actual evidence in the literature of language obsolescence to suggest that, in cases where a small or otherwise precariously placed language has survived longer than might have been expected, an absence of puristic attitudes may have characterized some speakers. Hamp (1989:198-99) found, for instance, that phonological intactness was no measure of survival potential among the pockets of Albanian, known as Arvanitika, scattered through Greece. On the contrary, the youngest speakers with serviceable (if very incomplete) Arvanitika came from Attica, and spoke with a substantially hellenized phonology. In Eleia, at the same period, he found by contrast only one old man who could attempt some minimal bits of Arvanitika -to be sure, with a phonology which preserved more of the original phonological characteristics of an Albanian speech form than the relatively serviceable Arvanitika of the university students from Attica.4
The suggestion in the Arvanitika case that structural compromise is not necessarily deleterious to the continued use of a small language is supported and strengthened by the work of Huffines in her research with two different groups of Pennsylvania German (PG) speakers. Among what she calls the non-sectarians (i.e. the non-Anabaptists), she found that the older generation for whom PG was the native language spoke a relatively conservative PG, showing little convergence with English; yet within this linguistically conservative community, "the death of PG ... is rapid once it begins and is complete across three generations, often across two" (Huffines 1989:225) . Among the Mennonite and Amish sectarians in her study, shifting into English is impermissible within the community itself (though not in dealing with outsiders), but convergence with English and incorporation of English loanwords is commonplace. The sectarians' German speech is not in immediate danger of disappearing, but it is noticeably less conservative than that of the non-sectarians. Huffines concludes, regarding the sectarians' flourishing PG, that "sociolinguistic norms prescribe its use but not its form" (225).
The greater conservatism of non-sectarian PG is not necessarily causal in The problem, of course, is to identify what constitutes "healthy" change. Some adopt the view that the end-product is healthy by definition if it survives, as opposed to disappearing, regardless of its form. Others consider a highly convergent outcome too poor a representative of the original language to count, and so disdain it. This is a value judgment and should be recognized as such. When the convergence in question lies safely in the past, the disagreement is innocent enough. English emerged from its period of social subordination to French, in the wake of the Norman Conquest, quite different in form from the English which had existed before the Conquest. Arguments can be made (and have been) for its continuation as a distinctly Germanic language -or for its latterday emergence as a mixed language, or even a creole.
When convergence features are evident in a present-day speech form, the debate can take on more than academic interest. Maguire notes that the Shaw's Road children are capable of some degree of grammatical monitoring and avoidance of English loanwords in more formal situations (1987:87, 1991:228). But overall she finds that they "adapt their [Irish language] system to suit their own needs," and her summarizing comment (1987:88) leans to the conservative side: "Although communicative competence and functional adequacy are mastered, a language which is very much on the defensive must aim higher in order to ensure its own separateness from the dominant language." This is at heart a puristically inclined evaluation. In its absolute form, it is belied by the evidence of the sectarian speakers of Pennsylvania German; but it is certainly true that a sense of separate identity is a valuable sustaining feature in ethnic language revival and revitalization efforts. 0 Baoill, considering the outlook for preservation of traditional Irish phonological contrasts among speakers of whom many or most will be learners, in the context of the Irish Republic, considers compromise a likely necessity: "If Irish is to become a viable means of communication among the general population, I fear that much leveling will take place, and it is certain that many of the contrasts now existing in Irish will be lost. If the revival of Irish were to succeed, then it might all be worthwhile" (1988:125). 0 Baoill's is a slightly tooth-gritting embrace of revival, since he suspects that it can only come at a cost of phonological leveling in the original language. His predictions for Irish may have been embodied for Greek Albanian in the young Attican semi-speakers of Arvanitika whom Hamp encountered.
Maguire and 0 Baoill both hope for the preservation of Irish and the proliferation of speakers of Irish. Maguire, like many language loyalists before her, is asking how dilute a language can become while still remaining the linguistic entity it was -distinct from all others, including (and especially) the Language in Society 23:4 (1994) neighboring language of wider currency. 0 Baoill, in a more pragmatic tradition, is asking how traditional a threatened language can afford to remain if its traditional forms pose obstacles to learnability and hence dissemination. In the best of all possible worlds, one would not need to choose, of course, and Fishman's characterization of enlightened planning in a nationalist framework would prevail: "The enlightenment of nationalist purism in language planning ... proceeds along many well-trodden paths: the differentiation between ethnic core and nonethnic periphery, between technical and nontechnical, the differentiation between preferred and nonpreferred sources of borrowing, and, finally, the appeal to common usage among the masses" (1989:309). But in very small language communities which have no nation to their name, and little immediate prospect of acquiring anything deserving the term "masses," a choice may be unavoidable. The rapidity of change and the expansion of contacts with other peoples add to the pressures. Drapeau (1992: 3) points this out in connection with Betsiamites Montagnais, an Algonquian language with a moderately solid speaker base, but extensive exposure to French despite its geographical isolation in Northern Quebec.
The need for lexical elaboration is so high in persistent linguistic enclaves ... confronted with the communicative demands of modern life, that there is no way for these communities to cope with this problem without importing massively, overburdened as they are by the sheer number of items to create [by coinage].
On the evidence of the difficulties posed by puristic stances for even very large modernizing languages, like Hindi and Arabic, and with the suggestive findings of Hamp and Huffines in cases at the other end of the spectrum as an encouragement, it may prove the wiser course to accept considerable compromise rather than make a determined stand for intactness, where threatened languages are at issue. If a language survives, after all, it has a future. If it can never again be exactly what it once was, it may yet be something more than it now is. Gifted speakers and writers may eventually appear who will coax new richness of expression from it, and tease it into forms that will be uniquely its own, even if not those of its past. AElfric might well have been horrified at what Chaucer called English, had he lived to see it, since English emerged in a markedly altered state, both lexically and grammatically, from two centuries of domination by the Norman French and their language. But if Chaucer wrote in a sharply modified and even gallicized form of English, by comparison with that of kElfric, that did not prevent Chaucer from writing masterful and enduring literary works. Purity need not be a requirement for persistence, and compromise need not be the death knell, for small languages any more than for larger ones.
